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Inaugural: The President’s address drew much praise from the Washingto yde’— for its humane 
spirit, its dignity and its profoundly spiritual note. As we go to press today, observers — diplomats, 
statesmen, politicians — are studying the text of his speech and reserving final judgment until tomorrow, 
until more careful and detailed consideration can be given. 


The comment will be generally favorable. But we feel duty bound to report one adverse comment 
widely made here even by some who are close friends of the new Chief Executive. 


No sophisticated observer expected that Eisenhower would bluntly express what is obviously in 
the hearts of the American people about the United Nations. No one anticipated that, at this early 
date, he would voice the keen popular disappointment, nay real disgust, with the organization which once 
seemed to offer a solution for peace. Time and preparation would be indicated for such a new step. 


But it certainly can be said that there was no mass enthusiasm for his promise to “strive” to still 
make the UN an “effective force”. We believe that if, instead, he had called for the dismantlement of an 
organization which has become a menace to our national being, the new President would have brought 
a roar of approval from every state in the country. | 


Wilson: The agony of Mr. Charles Wilson inspires much sympathy among businessmen who person- 
ally understand his predicament, but not much among Republican leaders in the Congress. Amid the 
Inaugural festivities during the past few days, we had the opportunity of talking about the matter with 
many Republican members of the Legislative branch. Almost without exception, they were exceedingly 
critical of Mr. Wilson’s attitude and summed it all up as “this is a government of laws not of men”. 
Wilson is of undoubted integrity, but a law is a law. And public service demands self-sacrifice by those 
who enter it. Those were the prevailing sentiments of Senators and Representatives of Mr. Wilson’s party. 


One example of self-sacrifice frequently cited on Capitol Hill was that of Senator Hugh Butler of 
Nebraska. In 1940, he was elected to the Senate on the Republican ticket. In the interim period be- 
tween election and assembling of Congress, Butler took stock of his personal situation in relation. to his 
new status. He was the owner of a prosperous grain concern in Omaha. The firm was then engaged in 
selling grain to the Government, under the price support system. He decided to place himself in a po- 
sition in which he could not possibly be subjected to political criticism. 


He put his grain business into an irrevocable trust or foundation, the proceeds of which would pay 
for Agricultural school scholarships. He resigned as an officer of the business and thereafter took no 
salary. Mr. Butler’s sacrifice ran into six figures. But, his colleagues point out, this represented just, as 
much of a sacrifice to this man of moderate wealth as the $2,500,000 GM stock does to Mr. Wilson. - It is 
likely that the Senator (who is a power in the upper chamber) did not find Mr. Wilson’s predicament.so 
unique and insoluble as did the auto executive. 


How Ike Won: A leader of the Republican National Committee at the annual meeting last Saturday 
made some highly interesting remarks about the lessons of the election. Politicos naturally take a keen 
interest in the facts and figures relating to the question: how did we win? — because they must also 
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face the question: how can we win in 1954 and 1956? What was said during the past week suggests 
that they have an attitude towards these problems quite different from that of the White House advisers of 
President Eisenhower. The latter apparently feel that Ike won the election purely because of his personal 
popularity, and they are evidently planning to maintain his national power by appeasing majority pressure 
groups along “me-too” lines. The Durkin appointment is considered significant of this attitude. 


That isn’t the view of leaders in the GOP National Committee which represents the rank and file 
of the party. Mr. Wayne Hood, Executive Director of the Committee, at last week’s meeting revealed 
that a secret plan guided the management of the Ike campaign. “The major point of campaign strategy”, 
said Hood (as reported in the New York Times on January 18), “was the decision to drop the ‘me-too’ 
approach that had cost the party dearly in previous campaigns; to pay less attention to the so-called 
‘independent vote’ and to concentrate on the ‘stay-at-homes’ who had not been at the polls in previous 
elections. . . . The stay-at-home voters outnumbered the independents by approximately 45,000,000 to 
an estimated 3,000,000 to 4,000,000.” Hood emphasized that an overwhelming majority of the 14,000,000 
Ike majority were former “stay-at-homes”, the balance being new voters. Of the 14 million — about 
3,000,000 voted Democratic, while about 11,000,000 went into the Republican column. 


Observers here draw the conclusion (from all these figures) that the election was. not a Republican 
Party victory. Also, since Ike won only 55 per cent of the popular vote, he did not achieve the “land- 
slide” (60 per cent or over) won by Harding, Coolidge and Roosevelt (in ’36) which constitutes over- 
whelming “personal popularity” of a triumphant presidential candidate. They believe it was not an “Ike 
victory”, but a victory over Truman and Trumanism. 


Hence the policy of the new regime should be aimed at keeping the same voters (and if possible 
increasing their number) who were responsible for last November’s victory. This involves dropping the 
cultivation of minority and pressure groups wedded to the left-wing of the Democratic Party and proceed- 


ing on the same strategy as the “secret plan” which brought about the November triumph. Apparently 
there looms a conflict within the Eisenhower ranks on this vital point. 


Roberts: At the same meeting, the Republican National Committee elected Mr. Wesley Roberts of Kansas 
as Chairman, to succeed Mr. Arthur Summerfield who has become Postmaster General. It was noticed 
that staunch supporters of Senator Taft’s bid for nomination last spring were in the forefront of those 
who pushed Roberts’ election. Political observers explain this as follows: 


Kansans like Roberts who supported Ike did so on the basis that he was a “favorite-son”. They.are 
in quite a different category than the eastern internationalist backers of Eisenhower (like Governor Sherman 
Adams of New Hampshire, for example). Kansas took Ike because he was “one of ours”, rather than 
because of the internationalist side of the General’s philosophy. The people of Kansas think very much 
like Senator Taft on foreign issues. Roberts is classified as “typically Kansan” and representative of the 
people of his state. This is a point to be remembered if and when (which is likely) the conflict between 
the ideas of the White House advisers and the ideas of the conservative wing of the Party in Congress 


sharpens. For, then, the National Committee Chairman may be found to be very sympathetic to the 
Congressional leadership of the Party. 


The election of Roberts to the Chairmanship may also have important bearing on the distribution of 
patronage and may also conflict with those managing patronage in the Executive branch, notably Mr. 
Brownell, Attorney General. The latter apparently is using his power of patronage to build up the 
Dewey network throughout the country, slighting anti-Dewey forces in the various states and the majority 
of the county committeemen who favored Taft. Roberts is known — in his work in the Kansas State 
Committee — as a politician who defers to the wishes of local political leaders of the party on patronage. 
If he follows this policy in his new post, he may find himself at sharp variance with Mr. Brownell. 
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The Nebraska Incident: On Capitol Hill, they are pondering what they call the “Nebraska incident” ; 
which occurred in the past week. It involves patronage, but more importantly it involves foreign policy, 
globaloney and Secretary Dulles, right at the outset of his direction of the State Department. 


The White House last week appointed former Governor Val Peterson of Nebraska as Ambassador to — 
India, to succeed New Dealer Chester Bowles. Under the recent patronage accord between congressional 
leaders and Ike, the appointment was referred to Senators Butler and Griswold of Nebraska. These Sen- 
ators bluntly and emphatically signified their disapproval of the appointment of Peterson. Why? 


Last spring, Peterson (classified as a “liberal” Republican and sympathetic to internationalism) chal- 
lenged the preponderant political power of Senator Butler in that State, and ran for the Senatorial nomi- 
nation in opposition to Butler’s bid for re-election. Peterson also alienated Griswold who was nominated 
for the short-term contest for the seat of Senator Wherry of Nebraska then recently deceased. It was well 
known that Griswold was controlled by Butler. An inter-party fight of great bitterness ensued. It is 
little wonder that Butler and Griswold effectively vetoed the Federal appointment of their enemy Peterson. 


Another factor may have had influence. There has been current a report that retiring Ambassador: 
Bowles last November (under cover of election news) promised the Indian Government $1 billion of U.S. 
foreign aid to run over the next four years. No quid pro quo from the Indian Government (which has | 
not been of help to the U.S. in the Far Eastern situation) was reported. It is speculated that State De- 
partment officials, of the Acheson school, wanted the New Deal internationalist Peterson as a pliable am- 
bassador, to carry out this piece of globaloney. 


Mr. Dulles did not cut a very good figure. We learn that he sought to persuade the Nebraska sen- 
ators to drop their resistance to the Peterson appointment. This only added fuel to the fire. It may be a 
small fire, but it has not increased Dulles’ popularity in the Senate. 


Treasury: Conservative financial circles note with approval that one of the principal Treasury figures 
in the Truman regime will continue in office under Secretary Humphrey. He is Andrew Overby, Assistant 
Secretary of the Treasury during the past two years under Secretary Snyder, and reputedly a big influence 
on Snyder during the past seven years. The reasons why these circles like Overby is because he is be- 
lieved to have been largely responsible for many sound policies and measures which have borne Snyder’s 
name. Many here think that this Assistant Secretary was responsible for the harmonious cooperation 
between the Treasury and Mr. William McChesney Martin (Chairman of the Federal Reserve Board) in 
working out the orderly. “unpegging” of the bond market since 1951, the gradual raising of the interest 
rate and the smooth cooperation between the Board and Mr. Snyder’s department in the past two years. 


It is a little known fact that Overby has been a severe (but quite anonymous) critic of the Adminis- 
tration’s indiscriminate give-away policies in Europe and that much of Snyder’s behind-the-scenes resist- 
ance to the policies of Marshall, Hoffman and Harriman have been due to him. 


Tax Front: Two weeks ago we reported the refusal of Mrs. Lucy Sisson, candy shop proprietor of 
South Middleboro, Mass., to pay the “social security” tax of $15.80 levied against her by the Internal 
Revenue Bureau. Last week, we reported the case of Mrs. Mary Cain, newspaper publisher of Summit, 
Miss.; she not only refused to pay the tax, but when the IRB sought to enforce its ruling by padlocking 


the door of her plant, she defied the authorities by sawing off the padlock. Now comes word of two more 
such cases. 


(1) Howard G. Pennington, a Lincoln Park (Mich.) merchant, refused to pay the $81 compulsory 
“social security” tax on the ground that he does not want the “insurance”; the IRB clamped a lien on 
him, and he is reported ready to go to court. 





(2) Auctioneer John F. Andrews, Beach City, Ohio, submitted to the confiscation of $84.94 (by a 
levy on his bank account), and is now spending much more than that amount to tell his fellow-citizens, 
in a well-reasoned broadsheet, why he refused to pay the tax. 


Rebellion always starts with isolated cases. If our ears do not deceive us, they all add up to the 
rumbling of revolt. 


Books and Magazines: A sensational book event — not yet announced — will be the appearance of 
a new volume from the pen of Mr. John T. Flynn, author of The Road Ahead and While They Slept. The 
title of the book will be The Lattimore Story, and its publication will take place in March. ($1 per copy. 
Devin-Adair .Co., 23 East 26th St., N. Y.) Professor Lattimore has been indicted for perjury and it 
is expected that his trial will start before spring. Lattimore was named by Senator McCarthy as the 
“architect” of our disastrous policy in the Far East, and “L’Affaire Lattimore” has made history in the 
past two years. 


One of the interesting shifts in the magazine world of the past week is the fact that Mr. William 
Johnson, editor of the monthly, Faith and Freedom (published by Spiritual Mobilization in Los An- 
geles), has become Managing Editor of our esteemed contemporary, The Freeman (fortnightly), under 
Mr. Henry Hazlitt, as Editor. The new team of Hazlitt and Johnson takes over the editorial direction of 
The Freeman as editors John Chamberlain, Forrest Davis and Suzanne LaFollette resigned early this week. 
Mr. Johnson, a young man and rising star in the conservative publication world, is regarded as having 
done an excellent job on Faith and Freedom. 


The Guardians of American Education, Inc., 225 Fifth Avenue, New York, N.Y., offers reprints of 
a penetrating article, “Our Academic Hucksters”, which originally appeared in the American Legion Maga- 
zine. The author is E. Merrill Root, Professor of English at Earlham College, who contributed to HUMAN 
EVENTS the popular piece, “Darkness at Noon in American Colleges”. 


“Anti-Intellectualism”: Recently the running educational battle royal flared up again at a meeting of 
the American Historical Association, in Washington. Prof. Arthur E. Bestor, Jr., of the University of 
Illinois, introduced a sixteen-page resolution, signed by more than 500 educators, which called for the 
creation of a Permanent Scientific and Scholarly Commission on Secondary Education to return “the great 
intellectual disciplines” fully to the high school curriculum. This was but another challenge to the “life 
adjustment” movement which has all but engulfed our educational circles — the idea that vocational train- 
ing is more important than intellectual disciplines to high school students, because most of them do not 
go to college and ought not to be burdened with these disciplines. Prof. Bestor characterized this move- 
ment as “deterioration of our secondary school education”. 


The resolution — which was neatly referred to a committee for future study — also touched on the 
ticklish subject of teacher training; it deplored the emphasis on pedagogical methods rather than on com- 
petence in the subject taught. That is to say, it was a frontal attack on “progressive” education. 


The side-tracking of the resolution emphasizes the dominant position of the organized “progressive” 
r “life adjustment” educators. But, it incidentally furnished the opposition, as was evident in the 
newspaper reports of the meeting, with a weapon that will grow more powerful with use: the word 
“anti-intellectualism”. Nothing will undermine the sangfroid of the utilitarians, of teachers who put 


carpentering or domestic science on a par with literature and superior to Latin, than to dub them “anti- 
intellectuals” —- which they are. 
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THE KREMLIN GOES ANTI-SEMITIC 


By WiLtLt1AM HENRY CHAMBERLIN 





A TRAGIC WHEEL has come full circle for the Jews of Central and Eastern Europe. 

After the Bolshevik Revolution, thirty-five years ago, they were, as a group, made 
scapegoats for the fact that a number of Jews were leaders in the Russian Communist 
regime and in the revolutionary outbreaks which took place after the war in Berlin, Ba- 
varia and Hungary. 

For every Trotsky, Zinoviev or Kamenev in the Kremlin, thousands of non-political 
Jews, mostly small traders and craftsmen, paid with their lives in the terrific pogroms 
that swept the Ukraine during the Russian civil war in 1919 and 1920. Anti-Jewish riots 
were not unknown in Tsarist Russia. But the number of victims was negligible compared 
with the tens of thousands who perished during the civil war. 

Adolf Hitler’s interpretation of Communism as a Jewish plot was an important factor 
in developing the Nazi program of extermination which led to the wiping out of most of 
the Jews in the areas under Nazi control during the war. And now, by an ironical twist 
of fate, it is the Communists who have turned anti-Semitic. It is the Kremlin that has 
unloosed a wave of denunciation and persecution that affects the existence of surviving 


Jewish communities in the Soviet Union and in the Iron Curtain countries. 


Evidence on this point has been accumulating during recent weeks. The trial of 


fourteen Czechoslovak former Communist party and government officials (eleven of whom 
were Jews) bristled with racist innuendo. One of the defendants, Geminder, was baited 
in the following manner: “You never learned to speak Czech? ...Can you really speak 
a decent German? ... That means you speak no language decently. A typical cosmo- 
politan.” 

The trial was full of references to ‘“‘Jewish capitalists” and “Zionist conspiracies’. A 
well-known American Jewish relief organization, the Joint Distribution Committee, which 
has now become almost the Number One villain in Communist political fiction, was charged 
with “espionage and sabotage activities”. 

The same trend has recently been noted in East Germany, with denunciations of 
fugitives from the Nazis (many of them Jews) who sought asylum in western countries 


and a flight of a number of Jews in the East German administration to West Berlin. Ana 
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Pauker, formerly the Kremlin Gauleiter for satellite Rumania, has fallen from favor and 





























is under arrest. It is credibly reported from Hungary that although Matyas Rakosi, a The 
Jew, is still nominal Communist boss of the country, a general rule against accepting Jews pres 
in the foreign service and in other government agencies has been in force for some time. 
.Anti-Semitic discrimination behind the Iron Curtain is on straight racist, not religious, } the. 
grounds. Hungarian Jews are reported to be fishing out forged certificates of “Aryan” 9 nati 
grandparents which sometimes saved their lives under the Nazis. Sovi 
> ish; 
: ail MOST CONVINCING signal of all comes from the Soviet Union itself. Nine doctors, | 
at least six of whom are Jews, have been arrested on charges of having deliberately pate 
killed two prominent Soviet leaders, Andrei Zhdanov and Alexander Stcherbakov, by pre- mes 
scribing incorrect treatment and of having tried to assassinate several Red Army Generals De 
by the same method. Again the Joint Distribution Committee was the villain in the piece | 
and was accused in the official Soviet communiqué of acting as an organ of the U.S. In- 
telligence Service and of having given directions for “the destruction of leading cadres of [ pha 
the USSR” to the doctors through “the well-known Jewish bourgeois nationalist, Solomon 5 Th 
Mikhoels”’. siat 
New Times, authoritative Soviet propaganda magazine, published in several lan- sa 
guages and widely circulated abroad, accuses the Zionists of “supporting the policy of fi 
the American imperialists directed at unleashing a new war to dominate the world”. More | 
than that, the Zionists, according to this publication, are working overtime “to establish 
bloody fascist regimes permeated by a spirit of racial bigotry, including anti-Semitism’’. one 
This last statement might well inspire the question: How silly can you get? It would the 
have only been made, in all probability, by a Soviet editor whose reasoning faculty has om 
been blunted by the fact that no one can ever answer back. rec 
What has been the course and what have been the causes of this evolution of the “1 
Soviet regime from internationalism to anti-Semitism? o 
T IS A MATTER OF historical record that many Jews were active in the leadership of the ne 
Bolshevik Party, and of other Russian revolutionary organizations, before and during om" 
the revolution of 1917. Of the seven-man Politburo, leading organ of the Communist 
Party at the time of Lenin’s death in January, 1924, three — Trotsky, Zinoviev and Ka- Je 
menev — were Jews. Other Jews who occupied prominent posts in the Soviet regime were wl 
the first Soviet President, Sverdlov; the diplomat and financial expert, Sokolnikov; the etl 


Foreign Minister and wartime Ambassador to the United States, Maxim Litvinov; the out- 










standing journalist and wit, Karl Radek; and, the industrial trouble-shooter, Kaganovich. 




































a The last named, whose sister was for a time married to Stalin, is the only Jew who at 
WS present holds a position of great power and influence in the Soviet Union. 
" During the twenties and early thirties there were considerable numbers of Jews in 
1S, the Soviet Foreign office and in the economic departments, and in the Communist Inter- 
n” national. What must always be remembered is that the early prominence of Jews in the 
Soviet regime, a prominence that has long disappeared, was not the result of a sinister Jew- 
ish plot, designed to serve Jewish communal purposes. 
- First of all, no religious Jew, attached to the faith and traditions of the Old Testa- 
wd ment, could be a Communist, any more than a devout Catholic or Protestant could be a 
x3 Communist. Communism imposes dogmatic atheism. Nor was there any link between 
” | the Jewish Communist leaders and the Russian Jewish community. 
ce | 
ae Repudiating any theory of national or racial superiority or inferiority in the first 
of phase of the Soviet regime, the Communists thought only in terms of implacable class war. 
a The Jew who possessed a store or a factory was expropriated just as ruthlessly as the Rus- 
sian. The Jew who criticized the Soviet regime found himself in jail or concentration 
camp just as quickly as a member of any other ethnic or religious group. There is a high 
rl proportion of Jews among the Russian émigrés. Some of them fled the country because 
they missed free trade, some because they missed free thought. 
i I It may be asked whether the considerable number of Jews in the Soviet bureaucracy, 
1” and among Soviet writers and journalists, did not indicate a pro-Jewish bias on the part of 
ild the Soviet government. It should rather be considered a result of abolishing Tsarist official 
eae and unofficial discriminations and also of filling a vacuum. The revolution was largely di- 
rected against the Russian propertied and educated class and against the Tsarist officialdom. 
h Many members of these classes were killed or politically proscribed or fled abroad. The 
me Soviet Government had to build a bureaucracy from scratch, and there was a limit to 
using half-educated workers and illiterate peasants in positions requiring technical quali- 
the fications and knowledge of foreign languages. The Jews, with their higher level of liter- 
oat acy and education (they were almost all city dwellers), helped to fill this gap. 
rist Many of the victims of the great purges of the Communist Party in the thirties were 
K<a- Jews. But, in contrast to recent events, there was no overt anti-Semitism in the trials 
ere which sent many old Communists to their deaths. There was no public reference to the 
the ethnic origin of Trotsky, Zinoviev, Kamenev, Radek, Sokolnikov and others who figured 


as defendants in these purge trials. 


apres FIRST OCCASION when anti-Semitism was clearly expressed in the Soviet press (which 
is entirely under state control) was, significantly enough, after thousands of Moscow 
Jews had demonstrated in honor of the arrival of a diplomatic representative from the new 
state of Israel. The government reaction was sharp and threatening. Yiddish clubs, news- 
papers and publishing houses were closed. Soviet newspapers started a campaign against 
“rootless cosmopolitans’’, a phrase often used in the more recent anti-Semitic drive in the 
satellite countries. To leave no doubt as to the meaning of this expression, Soviet news- 
papers, evidently by prearrangement, began to print the Russian pseudonyms of some 
writers with their original names added in parenthesis. 


The warning to Soviet Jews was clear. Forget about the state of Israel or face very 
unpleasant consequences. Ever since the establishment of the Soviet Government, Zion- 
ism in the Soviet Union has been illegal and Zionists have been persecuted. 


What has caused the Soviet rulers to assume the propaganda liability which anti- 
Semitism represents in western countries, to alienate that body of public opinion in America 
and elsewhere which felt that there must be “something good” in the Soviet Union, be- 
cause anti-Semitism was supposed to be a crime? Most probably there are several causes, 
which may be listed as follows, in the order of importance and probability: 


(1) The state of Israel is an accomplished fact; and Communist regimes are utterly 


intolerant of any allegiance to or even sympathy with any centre outside their frontier and 
control. 


(2) The American Jewish community is the largest and much the richest in the 
world; and any influence or contact of this community with Jews behind the Iron Curtain 
is profoundly suspect in Soviet eyes. 


(3) An anti-Semitic course may be serviceable in convincing Poles, Czechs, Hun- 


garians, Rumanians and other peoples behind the Iron Curtain that their governments are 
“national” and not run from Moscow. 


(4) Anti-Semitism may be considered a useful ingredient in Soviet designs for stir- 


ring up trouble in the Arab world and for winning support in Germany from unrecon- 
structed Nazis. 


(5) The Jews may be merely a pawn in a big internal power struggle for the Stalin- 
ite succession which may be getting under way in Moscow. 


Whatever the explanation may be, the fact is unmistakable. A revolution which be- 
gan with unrealizable utopian aspirations for the whole world, and with some Jews who 
had exchanged the moral teachings of the Hebrew Prophets for the false vision of Karl Marx 
as its tribunes, has evolved into a totalitarian tyranny which regularly manufactures 


against Jews and non-Jews alike accusations as crazily unreal as the old charge of ritual 
murder. 
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